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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-2 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Aduddell(US 5,436,612). 

Claims 1-2 and 11 

Aduddell discloses an apparatus for monitoring the condition of a tire comprising at 
least one sound monitoring device mountable (12) on a vehicle, the sound monitoring 
device for producing a sound monitoring device output signal representative of the 
sound produced by at least one tire of the vehicle during rotation of the tire as disclosed 
in col. 5, lines 29-33; a signal processing device (32) comprising a neural network for 
receiving and processing the sound monitoring device output signal, the signal 
processing device producing a processing device output signal representative of a 
potential damage condition of the tire since the tire as disclosed in col 7, lines 21-38, 
and an indication device (18) for receiving the processing device output signal and 
indicating to a user of the vehicle that the tire is experiencing the potential damage 
condition. 

The indication device is an audio indicator as disclosed in col 7, lines 37-38 in 
accordance with claim 2. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aduddell (US 5,436,612), as applied to claim 1 and in view of Kyrtsos (US 6,072,388). 
Claims 3-4 

Aduddell teaches all the limitations of claims 3-4 except for an apparatus for monitoring 
the condition of a tire wherein comparison of harmonics or each harmonic frequency in 
the sound monitoring device output signal to known harmonics representative of the 
potential damage condition of the tire is performed. The general concept of performing 
comparison of harmonics or each harmonic frequency in a sound monitoring device 
output signal to known harmonics representative of the potential damage condition of a 
system is well known in the art as illustrated by Kyrtsos which discloses the teaching of 
performing comparison of harmonics or each harmonic frequency in a sound monitoring 
device output signal to known harmonics representative of the potential damage 
condition of a system. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify Aduddell to include the use of performing comparison 
of harmonics or each harmonic frequency in the sound monitoring device output signal 
to known harmonics representative of the potential damage condition of the tire in his 
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advantageous apparatus for monitoring the condition of a tire as taught by Kyrtsos in 
order to improve the accuracy of the apparatus by eliminating sound recorded from 
other sources. 

6. Claims 5-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aduddell and Kyrtsos (US 6,072,388), as applied to claim 1 and in view of Magiawala et 
al (US 6,278,361). 

Regarding using "comparison of the sound monitoring device output signal to known 
sound made by tires having various degrees of tread belt separation or to known 
sounds made by tires having at least a different size, configuration or to known sounds 
made by tires on different makes and models of vehicle or to known sounds made by 
tires having even tread wear having various degrees of tread belt separation" as recited 
in claims 5-10, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify Aduddell and Kyrtsos to include the use of "comparison of the 
sound monitoring device output signal to known sound made by tires having various 
degrees of tread belt separation or to known sounds made by tires having at least a 
different size, configuration or to known sounds made by tires on different makes and 
models of vehicle or to known sounds made by tires having even tread wear having 
various degrees of tread belt separation" in his advantageous system as illustrated by 
Magiawala et al, as output sound signal comparison is a common and everyday 
occurrence throughout the tire monitoring design art and the specific use of "comparison 
of the sound monitoring device output signal to known sound made by tires having 
various degrees of tread belt separation or to known sounds made by tires having at 
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least a different size, configuration or to known sounds made by tires on different makes 
and models of vehicle or to known sounds made by tires having even tread wear having 
various degrees of tread belt separation" would have been an obvious matter of design 
preference depending upon such factors as the weight of the object to be carried by the 
side walls, the yield strength of the side walls material; the ordinarily skilled artisan 
choosing the best stress profile corresponding to a particular loading imposed on the 
side walls which would most optimize the cost and performance of the device for a 
particular application at hand, based upon the above noted common design criteria. 

2. Claims 12, 14 and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aduddell (US 5,436,612) in view of Kyrtsos (US 6,072,388). 
Claims 12, 14, 20-21 

Aduddell teaches all the limitations of claims 12, 14, 20-21 except for an apparatus for 
monitoring the condition of a tire wherein comparison of harmonics or each harmonic 
frequency in the sound monitoring device output signal to known harmonics on the 
same make and model of the vehicle representative of the potential damage condition 
of the tire is performed. The general concept of performing comparison of harmonics or 
each harmonic frequency in a sound monitoring device output signal to known 
harmonics representative of the potential damage condition of a system is well known in 
the art as illustrated by Kyrtsos which discloses the teaching of performing comparison 
of harmonics or each harmonic frequency in a sound monitoring device output signal to 
known harmonics representative of the potential damage condition of a system. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
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modify Aduddell to include the use of performing comparison of harmonics or each 
harmonic frequency in the sound monitoring device output signal to known harmonics 
representative of the potential damage condition of the tire in his advantageous 
apparatus for monitoring the condition of a tire as taught by Kyrtsos in order to improve 
the accuracy of the apparatus by eliminating sound recorded from other sources. 
6. Claims 1 3, 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Aduddell and Kyrtsos (US 6,072,388), as applied to claim 12 and in view of 
Magiawala et al (US 6,278,361). 

Regarding using "comparison of the sound monitoring device output signal to known 
sound made by tires having various degrees of tread belt separation or to known 
sounds made by tires having at least a different size, configuration or to known sounds 
made by tires on different makes and models of vehicle or to known sounds made by 
tires having even tread wear having various degrees of tread belt separation" as recited 
in claims 5-10, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify Aduddell and Kyrtsos to include the use of "comparison of the 
sound monitoring device output signal to known sound made by tires having various 
degrees of tread belt separation or to known sounds made by tires having at least a 
different size, configuration or to known sounds made by tires on different makes and 
models of vehicle or to known sounds made by tires having even tread wear having 
various degrees of tread belt separation" in his advantageous system as illustrated by 
Magiawala et al, as output sound signal comparison is a common and everyday 
occurrence throughout the tire monitoring design art and the specific use of "comparison 
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of the sound monitoring device output signal to known sound made by tires having 
various degrees of tread belt separation or to known sounds made by tires having at 
least a different size, configuration or to known sounds made by tires on different makes 
and models of vehicle or to known sounds made by tires having even tread wear having 
various degrees of tread belt separation" would have been an obvious matter of design 
preference depending upon such factors as the weight of the object to be carried by the 
side walls, the yield strength of the side walls material; the ordinarily skilled artisan 
choosing the best stress profile corresponding to a particular loading imposed on the 
side walls which would most optimize the cost and performance of the device for a 
particular application at hand, based upon the above noted common design criteria. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 09/02/2004have been fully considered but they are 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Frantz F. Jules whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
8780. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday and every other 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph S. Morano can be reached on (703) 308-0230. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Frantz F. Jules FRANTZ F.JULES 



Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3617 
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January 5, 2005 



